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June 27, 1998

BY FACSIMILE, 202-260-4580, AND FIRST CLASS MATL

USEPA

Ann Goode, Dir. OCR
401 M. Street, S.W.
MC 1201

Washington, D.C. 20460
Dear Office of Civil Rights, Dir. Ann Goocde, et al:

T _ - "Petitioner," am filing this Environmental

Injustice Complaint, regarding the Central Wayne Energv Recovery

Limited Partnership (CWERLP) waste-to-energv incinerator facilitwv

"the Facility," located in Dearborn Heights, Michigan, permitted

under PSD Permit 190-95. I filed PSD Appeal 98-1 w1“b the USE?2A

Environmental Apce=ls Board “the Boa*d & postma;;ed December_29,

1997; that was ul tlmatelv dlsm1sseﬂ as unglmeTv on March 26

RO — - e e w e s— - - - eas - ROIPE~T3

1998. I haV= 180 dajs from Dec=nbe‘ 29, 199/ to flle tnws com-

e s e T ———— e —— . - —

p’a‘ht, I dc so now.

It ;s'&;-e;g;;;; ;;‘Lga the permitting and operation of this
facility, the CWERLP waste-to-energy facility, involved/involves
THREE TYPES OF INJUSTICE/DISCRIMINATION:

1. Primary Injustice/Discrimination, : e

2. Secondary Injustice/Discrimination, and

3. Tertiary Injustice/Discrimination

that I want the USEPA to look into, make judgement calls about,
AND, IF APPROPRIATE, SANCTION THE PERMITTING AND OPERATION OF THZ
FACILITY, PREFERABLY BY CLOSING THE FACILITY DOWN!

1. PRIMARY fNJUSTICE/DISCRIMINATION:

a. There is a disparate proportion of both amount and con-

centration of atmospheric exposures, generated by the facility,

to be borne by the residents of Inkster, Michigan. Inkster res-
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idents are charactarized as Resasonably Maximally Esposed (RME)
Adult Resident(s), and Reasonably Maximally Exposed (RME) Child
Resident(s) in the "Screening Multipathway Risk Assessment for
the Central Wayne Air Quality and Energy Recovery Project," Re-
vised August 1996, the "revised study," submitted by CWERLP; un-
der Project Manager Tom Barnett, on August 23, 1996. Yet, under
RME, the city of Inkster is never mentioned by name; unlike the
city of Romulus, which is mentioned pertaining to "Subsistence
Farmer," and the cities of Belleville and Orchard Lake are im-
plied in the mention of Belleville Lake, Newburgh Lake, and Or-
chard Lake, as pertaining to "Recreational Frequent Fisher Pop-

ulation." WHY IS THAT?

b. According to the 1990 Census Bureau, the city of Inkster

is comprised of a large black populaticn-62% African American in-
diviuals.

c. Since thé incinerator facility has been operating as
Central Wavne County Sanitation Authority, CWCSA, since approx.
1964, as a municipal waste burner, ‘MWB, wind patterns prevailing

and the atmospheric exposures to Inkster residents were well

known by CWCSA. When CWCSA began looking for a "White Knigit" to
save the facility from shutting dewn, THERET IS POTENTIAL for
injustice/discrimination to have occurred at that time. Can the
EPA OCR find out if there are any written documents involving the
black makeup of Inkster residnts, vs. the maximum toxic exposures

from the incinerator falling on Inkster residents? Or, are there
any written documents involving the political connectedness, or
not, of Inkster residents, vs. the relative ease (or difficulty)

in getting the go ahead with the new project, project manager,
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“white Knight?" Please, EPA OCR, research documents involving
discussion between any, and all parties, during THE CRUCIAi TIME,
WEEN CWCSA WAS LOOCKING FOR A "WHITE KNIGHT!"

Also, during my appeal process and dealings with the Michigan
Strategic Fund/Michigan Jobs Commission, MSF/MJC, (the MSE app-
roved the issuance of $68 million in tax exempt bonds to the
Facility-CWERLP or Constellation Energy, Inc., CEI- I'm not sure
which) I have regquested from Doug Rothwell, a written statement
that he playved no part in bringing CWERLP, CEI, or D.B. REILLY to
the CWCSA FACILITY! I have macde a few recuests; and as of this
date, I have received a denial of a FOIA request, because theres
exist no such records, but have rsceived nc written reply from
Doug Rothwell, head of the MJC as to whether he played a part in
getting the "White Knight!" (At the MSF Bcard Meeting on April
22, 1998, in Lansing, Mi,, I was ready to ask that guestion to
Doug Rothwell perscnally, but Mr. Rothwell did not attend that
Board mesting, when S$68 million in tax exempt beonds were issued.

Someone spoke for Mr. Rothwell, Robert Filka, head of MSF, I be-

lieve, at the Board meeting, that Mr. Rothwell played no paxt as
a "white Knight" locator; but I need written documentation to

ease my mind. EPA OCR, I hope you will investigate this, also.

And, again, investigate the dialecgue that tock place during any

potential process, re: the large black population in Inkster,

the maximum impact falling on Inkster residents, the political

connectedness of Inkster residents, the ease (or difficulty) in
T

. - . . : I
getting a new permit, etc. betwesn anyone and the "White Knight.
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If there existed any "damaging" discussion involving Inkster
residents, then the permitting/operaticn of this facility was/is
discriminatory and intentional, as the effects of toxic exposure
were well known, as the Facility operated as CWCSA since 1964.

d. I also filed UIC Appeal 98-1 against EDS (Environmental
Disposal Systems, Inc.); and received information about an (EPA)
Agency environmental injustice determination made regarding the
EDS UIC permits (that the EDS case should not be classified as an
environmental injustice case). Supposedly, the USEPA Region 5
Draft, ("Region 5 Interim Guidelines for Identifying and Address-
ing a Potential Environmental Justice Case"), was dated Octobker

30, 1997. Coincidentally, October 30, 19297 was the date Mr,

Dennis Drake, thgf cf MDEQ AQD, approved PSD Permit No. 190-95.

Yet, I have received no (EPA) Agency -“environmental justice de-

termination , regarding the CWERLP case, (and whether, or not,

case.)

EPA OCR, please find out if such a determination exists in the

Administrative Record of the CWERLP case, as regards to PSD Per-

—
-_—

mit No. 190-95. The October 30, 1997 date would suggest that

such an environmental determination exists. If so, WHAT IS IT?

WHEY HAVE I NOT HEARD ABOUT IT, UNTIL NOW; AS A PERSON WHO FILED

PSD APPEAL NO. 98-12 WHAT IMPLICATION EXISTS, AS TO INJUSTICE/

DISCRIMINATION?

e. Documentation of all facts cited so far will be sent

shortly, by first class mail.
£, I would like to submit comments of Tracey Easthope, of

the Ecology Center, made at the July 29, 1997 Public Hearing.

Environmental Justice comments ars included on page S, (1-6).
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s.

g. It is my contention that demographic analysis for an
environmental justice determination, should be tested at tﬁis
Primary level; with demographic analysis not "diluted" by adding
Secondary, or Tertiary levels; or by "...consider(ing) demogra-
phic information for all communities potentially impacted,"” as
Attachment D of USEPA Memo, dated October 30, 1997, delineates.
EPA OCR, PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION TO BE
"DILUTED!"

2. SECONDARY INJUSTICE/DISCRIMINATION:

a. All persons, White, Black, or Other Minority, ars afiect

ed by atmospheric deposition, within an undetermined wids rance/

radius, of the CWZRL? Facility.

b. If Environmental Injustice/Discrimination exists at the
Primary level, that alsc applies to the Secondary level. by assoc
iation, because we live nearby!

Affectad are Newburgh Lake, Belleville Lake, and Orchard Lakes,
with atmospheric mercury depeosition. The 1998 Michigan Fish Ad-
visory states "DO NOT EAT" the fish, for Orchard Lake; and women
and children can eat fish "ONE TIME PER MONTH" in Newburgh-Tiake
and Belleville Lake. vThe permitting/operation of this Facility
violates MDEQ AQD "RULE 901," R 336.1901!

By being "good neighktors" to Inkster, are we being punished by
the MDEQ/Facility, by having our Lakes poiscned with mercury, and
other toxins? This is another form of Injustice/Discrimination:
Injustice/Discrimination by Association!!! Because, we in nearby
communities, live near Inkster!!!

3. TERTIARY INJUSTICE/DISCRIMINATION:

a. There appears to be a disparate proportion of toxic

e, ek Aavwave liyibk lhantlawe) 1&(‘2"{"5 théir O].ace Of



business along the SQOUTH I-275corridor, and the EAST-WEST I-94
corridor. What is the exemption with the NORTH I-275 corridor,
as far as permits for, and facilities for, toxic waste producers
and storers? See the maps I've made entitled "S.E. Michigan's
Toxic Waste Trends," "Where the Expensive Homes Are," and "“South-
east Michigan's ethnic and racial trends."

b. In the past vear, in WAYNE COUNTY, we have had three

toxic facilities keing permitted: 1. Wayne Disposal, Inc. for

PCB disposal, permit granted April 14, 19S97; 2. CWERLP for a

waste-to-energy facility, permit grantad December 29, 1997; and
Environmental Disposal Systems, Inc. for a COMMERCIAL, Class 1,
Toxic, Eazardous/Non-hazardcus Waste Injection Well, permitted con

April 24, 1998, I believe.

c. AND, DON'T FORGET, METRO AIRPORT IS NEARBY, IN ROMULUS,

MICHIGAN, WITKE ITS ATTENDANT POLLUTION!

d. What's wronc with attemotince to locate these facilities

along the NORTHERN CORRIDOR OF I-275? CWERLP, of located else-

where, say the NORTE I-275 corridor, woulé likely have been de-

nied because of Rule 901; with politically connected citizens

—

involved that could afford to hire their cwn attorneys, if need
be, to fight the PSP Permit!

So, no, I am not in favor of destroying "greenfields." Many
"prownfield" permits, and the three permits I've just deséribed,
would not likely survive, if paired with politically-connected,
and wealthier, citizen-homeowners. So, the "greenfields? would
thrive, the permits would be denied, and cur environment would be
improved.

IN CONCLUSION: EPA OCR, please look at the three maps I've encl.

this letter, and the letter from Tracey Easthope; and investigate
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CWCsSA, MSF/MJC, the "White Rnight" Constellation Energy, Inc.,
CWERLP, and any persons, facilities (including State of Miéhigan
cffices), and officers/superviscrs/managers you deem applicable,
to see if Environmental Injustice/Discrimination has occurred

here; in Inkster first, then in the wide range surrounding the

CWERLP Facility, then in Wayne County, proper.
The Grosse Pointes-Clinton Incinerator in Clinton Township is
poised to close. Has Tom Barnett contacted (in writing) the

Grosse Pointes, which are located in Wayne County, to sign on to

the CWERLP Facility? IF NOT, WHY NOT? EPA, OCR, YOU ke the
Judge! (In case you don't know, the Grosse Pointes,

wealthiest communities of Wavne Countyv!)

Sinceraly,

Romulus, Michigan 48174
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JCHN ENGLER. Gavernor
DEPARTMENT.OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY &2 susutr visic
HCLLISTER 3JUILSING. 73 3CX 3047, LAMSING MI 489C3-7372 LANSING MI 485097750
INTERANET wew J9q. M3te M us
RUSSIZLL .. HARCING, Sirec=r

Oczccer 30, 1967

Dear Interssted Parzy,

[ would like to thank you fer arrending the pubiic hearing on a permit application submirs< by Cenrral
Wayne Energy Recovery L. P. to the Department of Eavironmental Qualicy (Degarmment) asking to
modify the company’s facility located ar 490! Inkstzr Road, Dearborn Heights. Michigan. The
modifications to the existing municipal waste combustors include the upgrading of the incineration
equipment. the addition of the boilers and generators to producs elecicity for sale, the additicn of new
air pollution equipment for the thre= units. and the recpening of the third unit which has been incpemable.

Pursuant to federal and stats reguirements, the Degar=nent held a 52 dayv pubiic comment gericd ending

on August |2, 1997 and a public hearinz on Juiy 29, 1997, on its proposed sancitional approval of the
permit. The Deparument recsived numerous comments during both the comment pericd and hearing and

has preparsd the enclosed Rasponse o Comment Documen

After carsful consideraticn of all the issues, and pursuarne to the delegarion of authority from the Dirsctor
of the Degarument, [ have agproved Pemmit No. 190-93. As part of this approval. in consicaration of
information submited during the public parzicipation process and subseguent analysis of the information
provided. [ have revised and add=d conditions as descrited in Section II of the Response to Comment

sy

Deocument. The final permit decision shall bezome efTzctive on December 3, 1597, as reguired oy 40
CFR 124.15 and 124.20.

[ believe the changes we made to the permit addrass the concems raised by members of the public. TREY
include waste materials separation recuirsments, establishing citizen drop-off recycling centars for all of
the communities served by the Ceamal Wayne facility, mors stringent emission limitations for arseaic,
cadmium and hexavaleat chromium,; and revised limis for the emission of carter meonoxice.

As a person who submirnted a comment during the comment period. you may be able 1o apoeal this
decision according to the procadures conained in 40 CFR 124.19 - Appeal of RCRA. UIC, and PSD
permit. This lexer is being provided tc you as required by provisicns of Michigan's PSD Delezaticn and

by 40 CFR 124.17. ==
Thank you for your input in the review of this project. Amached is a copy of the Rasponse to Public

Comment Document and the permit as [ have approved it. [f you have any quesiicas, please contact
either Lyan Fiedler at (517) 373-7087 or Randal Telesz at (517) 573-7085.

Sincecely,

Z_________; P4 %MA__

Denanis M. Draks, Chaie?
Air Quatity Division
S17-373-7023

Enclosurs

DMD:LF:bew

ECP 010Ce
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the expanded facility. Thaerefors, the Air Qualicy Division caa not deay the permit application based on
the lack of nesd.

enre
It was nated that the Department of Eavironmental Quality, Geological Survey Division denied
Eavironmental Disposal Systems, Inc.’s permit application for a secend injection waste well based solely

on the lack of ne=d.

apny VIS X 2<honse:
Section 62509(1) of Part 625 of Act 431 states, in part:”...The Supervisor of Mineral Wells may schedule
a public hearing 1o consider the ne=d or advisability of permitting the drilling or operation of a storage or
waste disposal well, or converting a well to these uses, if the public safety or other interests are -
involved.” This provision allows the Geological Survey Division to consider need in their review of
permit applications. There is no such provision in Part 55 of Act451 or the associated administrative

rules.

\/Environmenml Justice
Commenis

157
Many individuals questioned whether environmental justice was consicersd in the review of this permit
applicaticn. Comments inciuded the statements that demographics of the arsa should te evaluared and

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act is arplicable and should be considersd.

Annlicant’s Response:
In their August 12, 1997, response 10 comments, the applicant respended to this issue. [n particular,
CWERLP submined 2 demographic analysis based on Census Bursau information regarding the

communities surrounding the proposed projec:.

Alr Oualirv Division Rasponse:

The Air Quality Division endeavars to protect the health and welfars of all citizens of the State of

Michigan equally. In additicn, the state and federal air quality standards that have been established are

designed to be protective for all segments of scciety, including the most sensitive. Therefore. the Air
area

Qualiry Division has not attempted 0 determine the racial demographics of the area. but has determined
that the permit. as agproved. wiil meszall applicable air quality standards.

Lo

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Comments:
Commenters stated that the emissions of nitrogen oxides and volatile orzanic comgounds. which cause
ozone formation, along with the emissions of PM-2.5 have not besn addressed with regards to the .
recently announced United States Environmental Protection Agency mors stringent rules for ozone and
particulate.

SR T o R ,

Thers is no direct effect of the new siandards on this permit or the facility at this time.

Permit Action

A commenter expressed concem that the Department of Environmental Quality is limited to just two
choices of either approving or disapproving the permit application, rather than working with Michigan
citizens. businesses, and workers to find a bewter way to cut down on the emissions being deposited in the
Great Lakes. The commenter also indicated that a permit may be denied even though all technical

requirements are met.
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JCHN ENGLZER, Gavernor
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 7 suaum onasicw
“Baettar Service for a 3ettar Zaviranmant” LANSING Ml 489C3-77%0
HCOLLUISTER JUILDING, PQ 30X 30471, LANSING M1 48303-7373
INTEANET. www dea.state.mius
_ RUSSELL J. HARCING, Cirecizr

RESLYTT:

November 24, 1997

Dear [nterested Party:

Recently you were sent a copy of a permit to install granted to the Central Wayne Energy Recovery
Limited Partnership, along with a letter and a copy of the response to public comment documeat.

Since that time, revisions have been made to that permit to strengthen and clarify the fuel cleaning plans
required in condition numbers 53 and 57 and to correct mathematical errors in the emission limitaticns
specified in condition number 13. The correction of the calculation in condition aumter 13 dees act
compromise the stringent emission limitations contained in the condition.

Artached is a copy of the revisicn document along with insTuctions on hew to regiace pages in the
information previously sent to you.

Because these revisions have besn mads, the effective date of the final permit has besn delaved untii
December 29, 1997. Anyone who submitted 2 comment during the comment pericd may appez! this
decision according to the procedures contained in 40 CFR 124.19-Appeal of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), Underground Injection Control (UIC), and Preventicn of Significant
Detericration (PSD) permits.

Again, thank you for your interest in this project. [f you have any questicns please contact either Ms.
Lynn Fiedler at 517-373-7087 or Mr. Randal S. Telesz at 517-373-7089.

Sincerely,

DR D YA

Dennis M. Drake, Chief
Air Quality Division
517373-7023

DMD:SSR:RST:BCW
Enclosure



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 5

MEMORANDUM
DATE: October 30, 1997

SUBJECT: Draft "Region 5 [nterim.Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing a Potential
Environmental Justice Case” (Interim EJ Guidelines)

FROM: Environmental Justice Regional Team

TO: Region 5 Management and Staff

The purpose of the attached Draft "Region 5 I[nterim Guicelines for Identifying and Addrzssing a
Potential Environmental Justice* Case” (Draft Interim EJ Guidelines) " is to outline a process
for EPA Razion 5 management and staff to use when determining whether a case® should be
considered a potential environmental justice case and, if so, what course of action shculd be take
for EPA-lead activities.

The Draft Interim EJ Guidelines were created to fill an immediate nesd to provide Ragion 5 staff
with a methodology for identifying and addressing potential EJ cases. They direct the user to
consider the low-income population and minority population of the area in which their case is
located and make decisions according to specific criteria. In addition, the guidelines include a
number of protocols that provide recommendations to the user on how o address enforcement,
permitting, and community involvement when potential environmental justice concems exist.

There are inherent limitations in these guidelines in that they are based primarily on an assessmen
of demographics and do not involve a complex analysis of risk or “disproportionate impacts” (a
kay factor in environmental justice assessment). The benefit to this approach is that it allows{o
expediency in identifying EJ cases. Should a complex analysis of risk or “disproportionate
impacts” be necessary, the guidelines contemplate such an action on a case-by-case basis.

Ultimately, identification of EJ cases within Region 5 will he!p the Region undersiand the universe
of EJ cases within its boundaries and afford the Agency the ability to target efforts toward these

| “Environmental Justice” is the fair reatment and meaningful involvement of all people
regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with resgect to the development.
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations. and policies.

2 ~Case” means any site, project, community, area, acministrative case, or judicial case.



ATTACHMENT D

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PERMITTING PROTOCOL

The purpose of this protocol is to provide permitting staff with practical information on

taking Eavironmental Justics into account in the handling permitting matters. This guideline
addresses what steps can be taken in the context of EPA-lead permitting matters. For State-lead
permiting matters, it is recommended that you encourage the State to consider environmental
justice in their permitting activites.

JI- EPA Identificaton of Potential Environmental Justice Permitting Cases.

A.

rﬁ.."?‘-\;\t

cresr analvsis: Use the Interim guidelines to determine if the permitting decision
preseats potential EJ concerns. For some cases (e.g. cases involving air facilities) the

umpacted COmmUunIly may be dirzersat rom or extend bevond the commuruty where the

tac:lity 1s located. [n these cases it may be necessary to consider demographnic information

tor all communities potentiallv impacted. .=

e

1. The results of this demograohic analvsis should be included in the Administrative
Record and made publicly available during the public comment period.

!\)

[£ the facility/source is on or near a Tribe or Reservation, netify your Division
Tribal Coordinator and the ORC Tribal Coordinator.

Public [nvolvement: If you determine that the permit decisior is in 2 poteatial EJ area, you
should refer to the EJ and Community Involvement Protocol (Attachment E).

—_—

I1. Consideration of Surrounding Facilities With Respect To Permit Decision-Making

A

Evaluate if there are any other similar media-specific permits in this ar2a (e.g. if vour

decision is a RCRA permit issuancs, are there any other RCRA permits in the area). This
P J

may involve the following tasks:

ki, List name, [D number of any other permits.
Determine who is the permit writer/staff assigned to these additional
facilities/sources.

o

3 Determine if a permit decision is peading or upcoming.
4, Determine when these permits will be up for renewal.
5. Provide this information (#1-4 above) to your management. all other affected

permit staff, and coordinate your efforts with your Division/Ottice EJ Team
Window. Mezt as a ieam and jointy determine it there is an adverse or
disproportionate impact on the community.

16 DRAFT - 10/30:97



cases. This baseline information gathering and targeting procsss will provide an aveaue for
moving the Region toward its geal of virtual elimination of f disproportionate envuoumc-xta.l
impacts on minority and low-income communities.

The entire Draft [nterim EJ Guidelines package is composed of the following:

R “Interim Guidelines for Identifying and Addressing an Environmental Justice Case”
Document: Outlines a multi-step process for determining whether a case should be
considered a poteatial environmental justice case.

2. Frequently Asked Questions (Attachment A): Provides answers to questions
frequently asked by individuals engaged in identifying environmental justice cases.

3. GIS Protocol (Attachment B): Outlines the process for obtaining demographic
information using GIS (Geographic [nformation Systems) for a particular case’/site. GIS
information must be obtained for every case before an environmental justice determination

can be mace. i
4, Environmental Justice and Enforcement Protocol (Attachment C): Provides
information to eaforcement swaff on how eavironmental justice can be taken into account
in enforcement matters.
S Envirenmental Jusdce and Permittng Protocol (Attachment D): Provides

information to permitting staff on how eavironmental justice can be takaa into account in
permitting matters. -

6. Environmental Justice and Community Involvement Protocol (Attachment E):
Provides information to staff on the Office of Public Affairs' role in ensuring public
participaticn and conducting community outreach in environmental justice communities.

By December 1997, these guidelines will be finalized and thereafter used by Regional staff until
such time that national guidelines are developed by U.S. EPA Headquarters. However, these
guidelines should also be considered a “living document” which will be subject to modification as
new information becomes available and feedback from Region 5 EJ stakeholders is received. The
Environmental Justice Regional Team welcomes your comments, suggestions, and questions on
these guidelines. Please direct all fesdback, in writing, to your respective Division/Office EJ
Regional Team window by November 13, 1997,

These [nterim Cuidelines are for the use of U.S. EPA Region 5 personnel. Region 5 reserves the
right to charige these guidelines at any time, without prior notice, or to act at variance from
these guidelines. Tuese guidelines do not creatz any rights. duties or obligations with respect to

any third pares.
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: .~ Ms. Rhenda L Ross

¥ = Director,-Air Quality Management Division

* .Wayne County Degariment of Envircnment
€40 Temple, Suite 7C0O
Detrcit, Ml 48201

Mr. Dernis Drake -
Chief, Air Quality Divisicn
Michigan Depariment of Envircnmental Quality
Hcilister Building, Fifth Ficor
- 106 West Allegan. Street
-+ . . - Lansing, M| 48S0s-77€0
o1

" Dear Ms. Ficss ar.d Mr. Drake:

The Cef“ al W—yne E"e"‘y Fecovery Lvrruaf* Parinershic is gleased to sutmit the
enclcsad "Screening Multi-Fathway Heaith Risk Assessment (Favisad)” the ‘revisad Study”) fer
the Central Wc.yre Air QUzlity and energy Recovery Project (the "Frei -w) "Tne ravise< Stuay
.incorperates cemments received on the March, 158 draft report frem Ecb Siils of the MDEQ-
AQD in his June 12 cgrresbcnd nce as well as from the MDEQ during the Jure 1S mesting in

Lansing.

As you will see frem reviewing the results of the revisad Study. any héalifitisk posed-by
the Project remazins well belew the very strict guidelines recommenced by E2A and MOEQ. The

. reweed Study si.uuld therefcre previce fUrther evidence cf this Project’s envircnmental

accegtasiiity and we hope it will aid the Wayne County AQMD and MDEQ in evealuating the

Prcjec!s air permit acuhca ol p TR : ‘ ;

If ycu have any quesucrs olease con ct me. Tnerk you fcr your continued mteresg in
the Project. g P o 8 g i
l '. ’ .»/ - ‘ ' . .' =t ‘ - . =g
HE R v .

" " Cz»-ly

MW%

“Thomas Barnett
Project Manager

Enclcsure
cc: J. Erik Schaefier, P.E. - CWCSA

L. Fiedler - MDEQ (w/o enclosurs)
J. Gahris - USEFPA Region 5

[Ej,. =
<CYINK]
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%, , 4.0 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT, ET e,

This sacticn icentifies the type and magnituce of pcten*xcl public expasuras due to xdentxf‘ ad
CPCs potantially emittsd by the CWAQER project. First, reprzsentative pctentxc.l rec ptors are
) detarmined tased on the metecrological and climatic canditions presant in the Prcje,. s impact
".+ Tarza and geograchy cf the surrounding arza. Next, potential routes of exposure arz identif'fed for
each recsptor, basad on information about activities which typicaily cccur in the area._ It_is

% important to note that the recepters and _xncsiiwmw
represan@yffm@_ov\d écﬁvmeg and are not intended to regresent any actual

individuzals hvmg near the CWCSA faciity.

——

' Seﬁnon 4.1 of the Exposure Assessment describes the s‘udy area and the activities that may take

plc.ce in the vicinity of the CWAQER project. Based cn this mformat;cn receptors ars identified’

in Sectdon 4.2. Tne pcténtial exposure pa‘ﬁwa/é by which these receptors may be exgposed are’

- described in Section 4.3. -Secticn 4.4 discussas the methodciogy used to estimate expcsure point

concentrations, or the magnitude of cempeunds which a recsptcr may contact in z éi{/en

envircnmentzl medium. Finally, & description of the methedelcgy used o esimate expesurs

_ . doses is presentzd in Section 4.5. This section also inciudes a discussicn of the expcsura
Fw paramefcf" assumed for e2ch r:c:otcr =nd expcsurc pamwa/ o

e S

" 41 Description of the Study Area LT -

The existing CWCSA facility is locatsd in an industrizally zoned arsz approximately 14 miles (23
kilcmetzrs) wesi-southwest of downiown Detroit and apcroximately 4 miles (8 kiometers)
ncrtheast of the Detreit Metrc_coh an Aircort. Suburban resicen al arszs are locatsd adjacent to

e facility site. Areas cutside the immediats vicinity of the CWCSA facility to the scuth through

northwest ars pimarily rural. The remaining areas ars predeminantly suburban/urban. A heavy .
industrial arsa is located approximatsly 8 miles (13 kilometers) {o the east e

Based upon information from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Scil Censervation Service and
the Wayne County Cooperative Extensicn Service (Fedewa, 1685), several dairy and beef fams
ars located in the rural arezs. Tne closast mederately-sized commercizl fam is located in Chemy
Hill, approximately 12 miles (70 kﬂomctes) to the west of the CWCSA fecility. However, for the
purpcsas of this scregorgriskasss at T TITSEsTiase—lqcation was substituted.
' ear the Detroit Mstropclitan airpadl} and was closer
1A2n either the large Cherry FIl Tarm or the several smaller ferms &t mienmediate diSENTSS in

cnigan or Ontardo. In addition, predictsd concentrations and depasiton rates at Ui teoretical

&l

—

R PUESPSCIEST 5113750041460, 54 4-1 Auguzt, 1996



Elm

farm in Romulus wers .cns.de'af:iv hlcngr ‘ba atine C ecq iy ¢ . anv - f m
“'Ontario. This famm has tesn assl Imec to stock ».ca. ssef and dairy cattle. -

It was assurned that residents cf this arsa ars likely to fish in the nearby lakss. As discussed
below, informaticn was c:;:amc_ﬂ.d ‘rcm the MDNR to determine which bodies of wm
~ frequently fished. . ~ -

L /

42 Identificaticn of.Recé.ﬁtoi-s

-

Con:y‘éient V\_rith the SMRA guidelines E:eve!oped by the U.S. EPA, five specific receptors (of four
tyces) have been identified as the hypothetical individuals mest affected by emissicns from the
facility. The four types of receptors ara evaluated inthis risk assassment, and include: '

CoE Reasonably Maximally E_xposéd (HME) Adult Resident;

a Reascn Bly *\1axxr'1c.-lv _XCCScd (Fw:] Chiid Resident;

2 Su:sxsge'"c= Farmer; and

Il g -

& g Fraquent Fisher.
- It was deciced to includs. twc' t:'m;t g ﬁshlrc lccanrs {6 gain a sense of ho W varable Lie the
““Fesultant risks wotuld be for f‘smrc in_differsnt nearwaaPrsneds Tnesc reccptors and the
potential’ expesure pathways by which they may be exposed ars .= shown in Fic igurs 4-1 ardrars ~ —
discussad in detail in the fcllowing se,cnon »

421 Reasc nably Maxrmally Exposed (RME) Residents

T'ne RME Residentis & hypctl‘xeﬂc~~.l individual assumed to live, work, and recreats at a location
where the most pctennal. exposurss cm@x. At this lecation, everyday activities
may result in the RME Residents coming in contact with compcunds emitted from the facility (see
Figure 4-1). It is impertant to ncte that the RME Resident recestor reoresents not an actual
_persen_but the sum of all exposurss resulting from all activities in which oecole in the area may
engage. The risk estimatss for the RME Resident recepter in this assessment conservatively
assume 2 high level of expcsurz to all possibie routzss and mediz to which people in the area may
be exposed. It is highly unlikely that any one individual weuld have the level of expaosure

_assumed herz, Thersforg, the exposures and subsequent riss, it any, thal may te pesed to
pecple who actually reside in this area will almaost certainly be significantly lower than the
estimates provided in this risk assessment.”

i ks
APUBSSRC ECTE\I4TAC04UEC.54 4.2 Avcust. 1996
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As shcwn in Figura 4-1, the paint of maximum CWAQER project impact f,..\m:(.;:,rinc Both
- cencantration and cdegcsiticn) is Iccated acpreximatelv 0.3 miles (700 metsrs) norheast of the
CWAUEH projeces sieck. tased gn siancdard r'.'s’gfassess:r,ent preccedurss, the RME Adult and
“Chiic Resident recepters ars 23/5%-:"}'5: tcfm‘i this lccaticn of maximum CWAQER preject
impéc:. Othar potential recsotors initizllv ccnsfﬁéred. and nffimateiv nct seisctsd, wers the

"Federal Schccl (locatsd agoroximately 1/8 miie [200 meters] to the scuth), St. Jehn Schcal

T(locatzd apcroximately £/8 mile [1000 meters] to the '2ast), and McKarsky Schaool (locats
apcroximately 5/8 mile [10CO meters] to the sast-ncrtheast). The salecticn of those receptors
would not have besn as conservative because ambient air concentrations and gsgaesiticn rates
(i.e., impacts) at those schocls are lower than the values predictad for the RME Resident recentor
(refzr to Table A-7 in Apcendix A). Thersfers, the potential risks asscciztsd with exposure to
comgounds pctentailly emittzd from the CWAQCER preject ars alss lower than thosa pracicied at
the RME Resident reca:tcr F"r this reascn, the scheal .cca.lcns wers nct considersg furherin
the sk asse%mem. : : s

The RME Resicent may thecratically come in contact with compeunds smitted frem the Prcject

via inhalation while resicing &: the RME Resicznt Iccaticn. While werking or plaving cutdcers,
the RME Resident (::SCE" fly the chiic) may. theersticaily ingest scil cntc which ccmgeuncs

»

emittzd by the Project may have besn decosited. P-’u ucs ‘#hich eould Bz 2fzctzd by the Project
.emm,,cns may be grown in baciyard gardens at the RME Resicgnt lecaticn. Itis cessitle ‘Jza:
the RME ch dents may 31sQ Lorsume sems fist caught neas ..v and may consume D==fand

o = -1 - . am o e~ e A (@]
-"Qairy oreducts from lccal fams, as well. ‘Howsver, the recommendations of the U.S S.EPA 1884c
i s A Spa r Semam [ Arimm| Ta, acicanm o~ "
e that 2 fracuantéigher s 3., hyccthstical "suzsistencs
,o:.—',r.—- Srmo s mmaciirm =y og= ;-r-y.J=|/q C\rhe'r ns
- — el d R v M P =
atter exgesurs dosas ard dsks ars ggt sogscizhie would it be'necsssarv {6 examing in mors

~detzil the ccmparatie exoosurss to individuzal rasidzntg
e

4.2.2 Subsistence Farmer I
ical f.c’ividual assumed to live, work, and play st the

'f—/-—-“\ 2
Gommercial bee/dzirs fam iccatsd goses M TE Projec;)(ses Ficurs 4-2). As a rasult cf the
Suksistence Farmer's daily activilies, this rececicimay be sxpesed ic cempeounds emitied by e

¢ C
Project by way af inhalation, scil ingssticn, preduce consumgticn, besf censumpticn and dairy
J y Waj P € Y

S

praducts consumpticn. Howsvgr sensisEnt wivinel) S. :DHSMFA meinedaiccy, this recscicr
_is assumed tohave in igrfificant fish cansimaticn compar>e with that svaluatzd for the 'l’cCJE".t\
> 4
“Fisher. Q\ D =
———
RAPUESFSC S TTI\IZTAC0ANEC.54 4-3 August, 1995
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Ex;:osure via thesa pctentxal rcufes of exposure is assumed to ocsur vnrtua!ly every day of the

- rgs:denr:/ pericd of each recaptor (G0 ye ~The mice g methads used for each of these
exgesurs pathways is desc.'ibed in dedail in Aac dix C e g o

The Subsistence Farmer is assumed to @sz@wa!u_aﬂaﬁed_ba_ﬂQMn This
receptor is assumed to be expcsed vxa the ~

~following direct and indirect pathways

inhalation of air at the maximally impzc:ed farm:

_incidental ingeston of sail at the maximally impacted farm; .

: consumption' of prcduce grown at the maximally'ifhpacted farm;

consumption cf dairy producss from me'rh’akimallv'iinhac:ed famm; and .
" consumption of besf irom the 'nax.rnally xmpac’ed farm.

. mRE| rcutes is assumed to occur virtuzlly every day of the entire éeriod
of expesSurs (40 yecr‘. : : iz

— -

" The Fraquent | Fisheris a.su'led to reside near the lakes tnat are ﬁshed and has four patrways
of potential exposurs for which dases are evalu‘.-.ted iy sl R

- inhalatien of air at the laks area residencs;
- ingesticn of lccal scil, at the same ratz as a resident gardener;
» ingesticn of vegetaties at the same rates as adulit resicents; and

. ingesticn of fish caught in either of the identified lakas.

i i 1 ii via these routes is assumed to cccur virtually every day for the entire exposure period

In accordance with U. S EPA gunde‘mes (U.S. E@e screamng method does not
Frm——— . - R = I S 7 St e T d
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. Air Quality D1v1510n : i
_POBox30260 . - . -

Lansing, MI 48909 3 . E ST R

5 Comments submitted at the public hearing on Iuly 29, 1597 on permit to
: ms‘all apphcatzon subrmt"ed Dy.Central Wayne Energy Recovery, LEY

’I‘racey Easthope, MPH, Director, Environm ental Health Pro;ecx, _
EcolocyCentef of Ann Abor ’ R g TR
-117 N. Division ; A e ety
A.nnA.zbor MI 48104

v

The<e comments are sx.brmt‘ef" on behalf of the Ecolocv Center of Ann Arbor, |
- W1th more than 4,000 members and snopor;efs in sou..neasg \/Ilch_ca“. ' :

w

' -We are ooposed to @e ex*"ansgon and contmued operab.on of the Central
. Wayne incinerator becau se its operation poses u.nneccessarf and therefore
unacceptable hazards, particularly given the availability and environfmental —
: and safety advantages of the alternatves; and becau_se the facility is not
b needed, and is uneconomical.

Three presenters from the Ecology Center wﬂl cover different aspects of our
OPPOSLUOH to this faahty :
First, I will discuss limitatians of anv risk assessment agd@cems about the
fiazards posed by the expansion of this fadlity. Second, Dr. Hans Posselt of tie .
Ecology’ Center wzll dlscuss some of the hazards associated with the ash -
monorl and water dlscha_ra___ﬁrom the faglity. Ema.[Fy,WhKe Garneld, the
—Director of the Ecology Center, will discuss the clear economic advantages of
recycling and landfilling over incineration.

First, I'd like to acknowledge that the controls proposad for this facility are
numerous - and a considerable improvement over the existing faclity - and
_the risk characterization performed was certamly more complete than many
“others that I have reviewed. o Ry

Cen ral Wayne Hearing Cammenz:—p 1
N 7

s

.. ..—-‘.‘ -



However, even extensive and responsible risk characterizations _cannot
answer the queston of whether a faclity is safe, because thers are 5o many
variables that are not included in the risk characiazZaasdsn. For instance,
although we know that this facility will emit a_gomplex mixture of highlv.
toxic chemicals, we only calculate the risk of some.of them, and then, for the

“Iost part, orly one at a Hme. Even though we know that when some
_&‘Le:mcals are combined, thEV are mors toxic than you would expect by j just
adding together tne‘“tox.cry Unfortunately, regulators haven't fioured out
how to ac*ount for this in their models. ,

The following list is an a'cbreviated list of concerns related to the risk
characterization for this facility. ~

First, there are numerous persistent, b1c>acc.1mulat1ve toxic compounds and
- additional carcinogens known to be released dunng incireration of ,
‘municipal waste which have not been included in the risk cnarac‘e::zanon.;'-
For instance, the risk assessment didn't take into consideration
" hexachlorobutadiene, and the numerous ch loromethanes, chlorobenzenes,
ch.loroouta-ges, chloroetne:s, anc other com:ounds likely to be e'mttef’

»
\
~

Particles of iﬁmmplete comcusson formed during the combustion of
’E-u—nicipal waste are poorly characterized. The EPA estmates that thousands.
of PIC's ars formed though only atout 100 have been identified. The most
comprehensive research done has identified. orly €0 percent of the mass of
the unburned hycLocarons in the air emissions. This suggests that the
_characterization of only a handful of compounds does not begin to ful.v :
“characterize the true risks of the faclity. _ S

There is some evidence that the use of brominated compounds is increasing.
Brominated compounds, like chicrinated compounds, can combine and form
highly toxic, persistent and bioaccumulative compounds. The risk
characterization and permit do not consider brominated compounds at all.

— -

As far as I can tell, the risk assessment did not use TEQ values, whi
~ method for calculating the effacts of combinatons of chemicals, Yor all dioxin-
e compounds, including PCB's, when caiculaﬁng risks from the facility.

The risk assessment failed to consider the hormone dismipting potential of /
_PAES dioxins PCB's, mercury and other compounds emittad feom the

» facility.

The risk acsecs”neﬂt is not conservatve in its use Qi a frequent fisherperson
“Tather than a si jsherperson, Datz from \Lch_a:"' surveys support

e fact that subsistence anglers exist in Wavne County and environs, and

—their fish consumption is much higher than ectimated. Further, as current
regulaton of the aquatic community is based on protection of the $5th

.. s

Ceniral Wayne Hearing Carmenz.. p- 2
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. percentile of tested species in'sattins water qualitv critéria. the fish
_copsur pmpton rate used s"xou.ld at lezst Fe as protectve of the '9Sth ﬂo'cnqtﬂe
rather thr il d ¥

- % R =
: . @k

The ‘risk assessment also fails to atiribute any fish eatng to the arrheistancs -
1 No explanation is given for this omisszon. A reasonable and
consarvatve approacn would be to attr.bute sh eating to this -
pocula‘zon The risk assessment also does not use conservadve assumptions’
when esti el beefcdnsiimpton’ fo'Ehe sub51suef1ce W

o=t -8 .- P

- .

The assessment only cnarac;eqzes risk for adults fora Dervod @f&ﬂ}_

—Though the contract for this facilitv lasts 35 years. There are many lifelong -

residents of this community, and it is certainly reasonable to assume there
will continue to be lifelong res1dents who wﬂl reside in the area for the full

. life of tne pro,ect * non s

-

The risk assessment onl / Cha;aCLE"IZES risk for'c}uld;@ The

—jusﬁms 1s not given. “Human nealtn data on the effects of
~“chemicals on infants and children suggest that children continue critical
development, including brain deve.opment ‘unt! their la’e teens. ' What is .
the ]U.Su.‘lcatlon for limiting th.s exposure to 6 years? - B

—

The risk assessment fails to consider the umqn.e vulnerability of the |
~developing fetus to the whole'fange of-toxic chemicals released from this . -

- facility. Emerging evidence sugcesgs that there ‘may be exquisite moments of - -
‘sensitivity of the fetus, and that even a tiny exposure, at the right fime, can .~
disrupt the function and capacity of that child permanent.v Most chemicals,

. mc‘udmg some of the chemicals which will be emitted from this facility,
hawe not been tested for their capacity to harm the fetus in this way. Of those
that have been tested, for the most part, the information has not been
included in risk assessment modeling.

A full assessment of the existing lead levels in children must be done. Many
children in Wayne Countv are alreadv lead contaminated or near levels -—
nere their coomnve function may be impaired. Any additonal exposures

Wil add ot exisang rsk. 1ne EPA has not established a safe level for lead,
Because any exposure is thought to pose risks. The community must decide
whether they want to add another exposure. which ineambinelies rith the
“numerous other lead exposures, CO_L_x_]._d—.__t_b;Eﬂﬁ"C”'l the cognitive development of

~ their chzldren e

Is it the position of Wayne Countv, the DEQ. and the EPA, that the additional
“Tead from tus raciity will not, in combination with all other sources, result

—

—— ., . 7
in any cognitive loss In any children?

Central Wayne Hearing Commerus_p. 3

4




S

% . Givpr; thorg g Hred il Yavral ma

i Tcharacterized assafe

.%ggweleve‘ of exposure 1o lead, the permit fails to encourage
e separation of bousahold 1rg;n§ to Limit tﬁe inout of lead to the I

mc.nefator

R T R =

-

= " !'Giyen there is no known safe Ievel of exrosure to dlox.ms and fu.rans how
) ~  can this faahty be charactenzed as safe, pamculaﬂ?— given evidence e which .
= . SUgZ ests that minute amounts, and smgle doses, can dzsrupt the deve'opment
of the fe"us’ ' .

Gtver\ there is no known safe level of exposure to dioxins and furans, the
permit fails to encourage the separation of materials which are likely to lead
to the format:on of dloxms ana Furans, Li?e PVL pFa'stxc. g

N

ol 'I'he nsk assessment falled to consxder that lead accumulates in the placenta S
S durma times of fetal stress; that the combmatzon of lead with cadnuum AT ;
S+ 007 . increases the toxicity of both compounds, that lead exacerbates the ‘toxic effects \/
', of mercury; that lead toxicity is influenced by diet and that low dietary . '
T mges“zon of calcium or iron increases a predisposition to lead toxicity.

2 Was an a scses~mef1‘ of the nutritional status of cmldren in the surr oundino
" ... r.areadone. The number of children in poverty in the area is significant, ard
. . may mdlcate poor nutritional s atus. Parttcular.y in Inkster, where 23% of the :
"5, entire’ pooulanon is uncer the pover'y level 1The nu.mbe- of CJ‘.'LL}.CLE'I beTow '
e the poverty level is tuch higher Yer T R e T Ll T

T‘ne risk assessment didn't con.s1der the many additional exposures to lead
including dietary lead exposure, lead in cigarettes, and the additional lead
from bone demineralization in people with accumulated lead exposure.

The risk assessment fails to factor in the carcmooemc effec ts of lead and of
several other compounds hke’v to errutted from this facility. .

It is unclear whet‘ter the risk assessment factored in the h_lgher dioxin and
furan limits allowed in the first three years, or whethe" the lower limits were
used in the calculatons

Untl onlv a year ago, tne State used a 1 in 1 million cancer risk standard

. f
when pe"mt’nncr facili The current administraton nas cnanged that risk
—Standard to 1in100.000—This faclity would not meet the State standard if it

had been perr:utted only a year ago.
/ .

The risk assessn fai
aracterization. This facility has had documented instances of

—
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" poncompliance which resultad in Mwsions to the community.

The risk assessment assumes perfect operation of the facility when assessing - .
risks. T'ms is not a real.zs ¢ nor is it a conservatve assumct:on. N :

The risk assessment proc=s: dces not allow a fuL cons‘de'auon of the e‘ustmo-
exposures in a community. According to data available from the Toxic
‘Release Inventory database, it (594, 112.488 pounds of toxic chemicals wers™
Teleased Inl tne comumuruces immediately surrounding the facility,.and

another 30,794,450 pounds were t:ansferred In 0 those STor '. T

de"B? 1. Aithough thesa numpbers ars Mg e Sre=V Underesatim=—<he
" unt of to: ins releasad and &=Wonmmuhes ‘Thesa

ex;s‘" g axpasures, as well aschistorical contaminaton, JAUST e considered in
any real pisk characte*xzab.on :

'~

The risx assessmeﬂt fails to prove that this facility will pe safe to developing

‘fetuses and children, and seems to contradict the Prasident's Executive Orde"
~ “on Children's Health <which emphaSLzes the importance of deve'opmcr .
’"s’%ﬁda:ds whxcn protecg children

The failure of the pe-.w- to apply ca:‘:on moroxide limits dur.nf' uﬂse*
conditions is extremely pr roblematic. Because carbon monoxice leve's arce
asscciated with mcomplete combustion and the formation of dioxins and
furans, and because there is no continuous monitoring of those
contaminants, ‘this amounts to uncontrolled and un acu‘a:ea emissions or
the most toxic co"v*ounds du:.no upset corditons.

Finally, the demogra::hics of tlf‘e area suggest that this facility will - — " 5 A
ferentially impact low income reskce'm‘s anrd peo pI of color. Two of the
: five surrounding commiuinities ars wall ahova the Stats avsrag® In the

—— = 7 oy o ¢ R T % ik

“~——number of minority residents, and four of the five surrounding communities

o et ' 3
have per capita incomes below the state average. Further, according to the
Authority's own analysis, the maximum impact point for annual

concentraton of PM 10, SO2, and NO2 and the maximw;r-\;o .
concentration for CO all fall in Inkster. Inkster is made&in of 4% negpleof
color, who have per capita incomes lower than any of the surrounding G
_comAIFes arwetl Belsor The swate average. [avior anc wesiand are also
-L2;lor anc Wesllanc are a s 5

“mentioned as maximallv impacted communit es. Tavlor residents are also

- . \
— well below the average State per capita income. Orlv Westland is above the
/f - & e ——
State average

Whether or not the intent is to differentiall y impact low income and
minority resicents, it is clear that a decision to permit this facility will add to a

long list of toxic sources diffezantially impacting low income and minority o
"Michigan residents. ‘

—————————
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Risk charac‘enzatzon can v answer the cntcal questzon 'do we want tfus : '
. Tadlity in unitv'. Many of the contaminants that will be discharged - .
from this facility are highly toxic even in minute amounts, and in some cases, .
we may already have too many of them in our bodies and breast milk. For
d.xoxms, Eurans, lead and mercury, and possibly for other compounds, there is

.. Some evidence suggests that we iE.
that addmona ax

e can lead

tives, the risk seems too large.
The quest:on the community must ask is NOT How mu
person, a child, or a fetus take, but How much harm and dvoided.
The alternative in this instance represenfs a substanually reduced risk and a
' substantzally reduced cost to taxpayers The choxce seems, obvmus

A :

" We call on htxestodoare’
mcneration and recvdmz, and rnake vour der-vcum aF’er loo g at aLl the

i T —

Central Wayne Hearing animenz:.‘ p- 6

e 'ven this avoidable - that = - -
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DE _

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION
As Amended July 26, 1995

PART 9. EVOSSION LIYOTATIONS AND PROHIBITIONS—MISCELLANEQOUS

R 336.1901 Air contaminant or water vapor, when prohibited. (1/18/80)

Rule 901. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other commissicn rule, a person shall not
cause or permit the emission of an air contaminant or water vagor in quantities that cause,
alone or in reaction with other air contaminants, either of the following:

(a) Injuricus efects to human health or safery, animal lifs, plant life of signifcant
economic valus, or property.

(b) Unreasonable interfersnce with the comforzble enjoyment of life and properwy.

R 336.1906 Diluting and concealing emissions. (1/18/80)

Rule $06. Unless prior wrirten approval is obtained from the commission, no perscn shall
build, ersct, install, or use any article, machine, equipment, or other contrivance if the sole
purpose of the article, machine, equipment, or other contrivance is te dilute or conceal an
emission without resulting in a reduction in the total release of air contaminants into the

atmosphere. This rule does not apply to the control of oders.

R 336.1910 Air-cleaning devices. (1/18/80)

Rule $10. An air-clezning device shall be instzlled, mzintzined, and operated in a
satisfactory manner and in accordance with these rules and existing law.




- '

Central Wayne Energy Racovery Limited Partnarship (CWERLP)
Permit No. 150-95
Page 2

' Ocober 30, 1597

6. Rule 201(8) and Seczcn 5510 of Act 451, P.A. 1554 - Tae Deparmment may, after nctics and
opperwnity for a hearing, revcke this Permit to Insall if svidence indicates the procsss or procsss
equicment is not performing In accordance with the terms and condidons of this permut or is
violacng the Deparzrents’ rules or the Clean Air Act.

7 The terms and condicions of this Permit to Instail shall apply to any person cr legal entty that now
or hersafter owns or operates the process or process equirment at the locadon authorizad by this
Permit to Install  If the new owner or operatcr submits @ written request to the Department
pursuant to Rule 219 and the Degartment approves the reques, this pemmnit will be amended to
reflect the change of ownersinip or operational conmol. The request must inciude all of the
informaton required in Rule 215(1)(a), (b) and (c). The written request shall be sent to the Distics
Supervisor, Air Quality Division, Michigan Deparument of Eavironmental Qualiry.

a pe:‘ation of this equipment shall not resuit in the emissicn of an air contaminant which ‘)%"
Ces njurious efects to human health or safery, animal life, plant life of signifcant economic
value, or property, Cr wWhich causes unreasonatie interference with the comiorabie enjoyment of

life and property.
9.  Rule 912 - The owner or operator of a source, process, or process equipment shall provids nctice

of an abnormal condition, swart-up, shutdown, or maifuncion that results in emissicns of a
hazzrdeous or toxic air poilutant in excsss of standards for mere than cne heur, or of any air
contaminant in excess of standards for mors than swo heurs, as required in this rule, to the Distric
Sugpendsor, Air Quality Divisicn. The ncdcs shail be provided not later than two Eusiness days
after start-up, shutdcwn, or discovery of the abnormal condition or maifincdon. Wrinten regorts, if
required, must be fiec with the Districz Sugeriiser within 10 days, with the informaccen reguired in

this rule.
10. Apcroval of this permit dces not exempt the persen to whom this permit was issued from
‘ cemplying with any firure regulations which may be promulgared under Part 55 of Act 451, P.A
166<,

lI. Apgroval of this permit does net cbviate the necsssity of obtaining such permits or approvals Tom
other units of govermument as required by law,

12. Operation of this equipment may be subject to other requirements of Part 55 of Act 451, PA
1994, and the rules promulgated thereunder. Ay
SPECIAL CONDITIONS

The pollutant emission razes &om the thres Municipal Waste Combtusters, hereinafiar referteC 10 as
"MWCs,” shail not exceed any of the concentations or mass emussion rates listed beicw in
Tabie 1:

13.
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/ WHERE THE
EXPENSIVE
HCMES ARE

As 1 zercenrage. Orchard
Laik= Vilage atthe northemnip |
of West Bloomdeid Township
fias the highest conceatraton
of aew over-35C0.0C0 houses,
ac:ar:iing to Housing Consu.—
tarts of Clarkston. Of 19 new-
hcuse permits g":m there
since the start of 1556, |4 have
been for 1ouses over 3300,0C0.

In aumbers, Oakiznd Coun- !
tv 2as the most ave'-\:\, ,CCO
new fousas since the stare af
1665 — 2C0. Bur Washtenaw |
the counsy Wity th mg..e
gercentags. atout 4 percent of
e mouses. .

Eer2 are the aumter of $
new-1ouse termis at >.,L,O|LCO
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lr-'.dx...l .0L>e~ '“a" ncucs aarge
chen arsh araa. !

'tes 1.1::.
e

Do awn shmate .:m':cis :.r.c' NG
0 TACLSS L0 SO0 XTI SAUB On OIr
3. Cail 218080805, 125 datly axcese
u.

PUEASANT AILL. ‘ior"'..'i!e
James D \.uf'.'."ﬂ 26
0.0 032 .'r.dtw

l

¢ six of 132 ouiicing lots are lef
ling and #1ts some Sasement waikous

JPDAT

) QAT

, 5Ty 1QoX Ee s e
" NTERMATICNAL ACRTA4QR CORP. |

' avaniacie. L..II 13102272610, 125 T tue-

. 3,500 acd 47C0 squars :::.. with much

a Lenders l

ectons

avziacie, Szci Sousa s incivduaily
designes. Som 2,2C0 2 0.-.0 squars
femr Call 12434740468, 33 weaikdays,
4. PME CREX AUBGE, Sighon - 1. L
By Aboey Hczes and cthams
S330,C00 to 313 muillion
Formessy 1 3o Scout s=mp, 200 home
sitesog 00 ‘weoded s, wth 105 -
hcuses Swiit 50 2 The 2 2rogerty Ras two
laies, 3 deack. thousanes of mature pine
tr==s, 2icng T2iis and a iog lodge. Smail
saiteats. 2adciecoats and Towooats are

Sua.

15. RAVINES OF ‘lORTML'.'_ Nerh ‘n..e
By Rocerz R jones & ~ss..c...x=s -
Beg"'""'z Jist 1cder ::.uJ..CO

Ca:r_..x::: /=il have 33 7o t.se-.s ae",ve..“f

oggm...__../ for custocising, Pert SuRer
Erar=aid .._w-ar designers work with
architacs ..or‘. the Segicaing Cail 1F

45434, 125 Zale evcest Taw

15. ..OUTE "{ORE; ESTATS ON PINE LAKE.
.Ves:

lopraZzic

C-o:rl Lo bern b o4 ks i

sim ciud on a

houses. Call - i

17. SPROCE 4ILL .,n.or--=.: .cx..-.
Bv Uzis/Denswath Co. -
$7350.000 10'S1.1 millien
Hard-iog2t Sloemieid Th
Hgid 19 Snely :::.:..c"
reomms. avis

oz =

*.-.g-

nsais facd wiil
nouses. Spzcicus.

-

pesrzo

I_;~.e:‘. s:°"'-< stone Sndzes arg 3 subiic

gek course w-'"e' “hrougn this 33%-acre
su ':ﬂ;.-.s:cn. siazed .»r :rcu. 2C0 condos
Beiow 3T 2 4€0 euses. so

B Om‘f 'mL"r':.x
i

svran
o)

3;-' 2r
SE00,0CG 0 312 mi 1.. n
D acras s{searczland in

7 nCme .

.-‘.I‘:cx.
L“ ‘3 nome sias. Every
toro. ‘Mth no rareas. ".‘7'.19. 4
.'cts Cal 248223300, &5 wee
20. TOWSLEY FARMS, Ann =3
3v .5 Laussudng,

3720560 o 314 miilion

-\_hz,t" - 20 21002 Reany waed logg near
re Hursa River, shartrg 3 03mmon wea

on e Tver, M comgsietanr sustom

prequurs douses. Cad 13137475100, 23

se-«!..,'& A :

7L TURKEERRY ST, Vc-n "
8y Jonz RUchards Homes

3770,200 to 32 nilicn

C.;:r‘ communily, 37355 3 'rll’- ".x:&d

etk

ielemmemate M-

e Cﬁm P:nx. ‘” 3"‘6'—-"'

w Mm s:::z. ‘W 2-‘;':':‘ .
O Sproca S :'::r'"x“‘ T
_C' S“mxe'crir';e. ARG AT
.b:ne.j:zz oiF.':n'c'n. .'.':‘ :

--N

Q}G@éﬁu"’ Find T .5
© Knormwead P—Evesz, Saarg TuL
@ ‘fh)c’w:lﬁw. ZDliren Tz,

@ tois of SorZs
® Preasam R Ve

D) est aav = P'ne Ja:‘{/ ST

\ .-_.

a .'

‘..,.\‘..

Cal !
=4 rVE-m::i

HE LWE i 2zt

E.HT.A‘FJN

Bv ] ,or’.:‘

Tcﬂ <
*Orcaers Lax
“owindanm, hales

b""".1....-.



o~ = i
’ /'_C g e -

Southeast Michigan’s - B e S
ethnic and racial trends ==t i

Racial mevemar: » saven Michigzn

caunides from 22

Nete: Parcaniagss wl ~ot 2l
Lating neriiege2 —ay 3.3 °C
as zlack zrwnis A
has Seen axciuzzc.

Livingsion Poguiaticn thangs | '_3;
County 7. _ in percenigs soits 1
Tctal ceculaticn  =23.71% Sy
Whits-7o. % T ~28, =)
Slack -8 .
ASBATI S D oAty
Native Am.”" -2 °

Laffre T L TS, T L geEE

;i R TSR TR - ~ L=iare u..e;
= EIVINGSTOM COUNTY e
» e e - P TR S8 - P o 3

2
19042y

i e e Pt A
~

WATHEEOUNTE S

—
o

" - - .
s = 52% L3bno ¢ T CASES
"y (= 2 <
St 1l ey lmpy® - W
-'Q'.S: 12% Asin R o o
ey 2 - 1 - N = by 2 S 2™
;.-EE_J.;..S?'S Natve Am.™ L T L . e
Sy Tiea S - e 3
= L: L3 e S e

N

- (13 ~

Washtenaw ‘Foculaticn crangs
County - in22mzrigspoinis

. i S

Tetal gogulaticn -3.7%% 7 > ;rr' : |
- ‘- . oy ——n - 1
White 7. 21 ] Y it
-Black -1.42 ! . .'_f: )

;]" v

Al

ki
jnig

3
O m
oy oy
B L5 |
4

daa gl

iNative Am.*" -
Lating ™25 S8R

'Ll:.rsv. L3tno
= TRY, U~yrva 1M ™



e N
;‘. . .
-
e e

B

LA

i

" ~
-
-4
E <
uif.
ol
"

,

LSS

gL -

)i

o

-Sxp
— "y

—
_l. .I'."

]

. -

- \
L]
=
'.
l"\
e
b e
y -
i

‘t‘.l ,-atg.':"'

- ‘.l;'\‘-



10

CLiAN, RENEWABLE, SAFE AND FCONOMICAL
N

Air Emissions: Waste-to-Energy Compared to
Fossil Fuels for Equal Amounts of Energy
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L 4

Acid Gases (SO, and H(Y)
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_TRACE METAL EMISSIONS

All fuel sources listed here releuse trace amounts of metais Good daca e
available on waste-to-energy emissions, because they are regulated un e
the 1990 (lean Air Act and various state environmental laws Reliable
daca are not available in some cases fur other fucls, because meral emissions
from utility power planes are noc currendly repulaced. eis therefore noc
possible to make an "equal encrgy companson” like the other graphs on
this page. Whatis known is (his: each fuel shown here nay-emicar Jease
one metal ac higher levels than the other fuels. For waste-1o-ensrey igmay
T;mggx_uy;ﬁul cmissions coritamn hagher amounts ol’- rsenuc, chromium,
selenium and rinc. No. 6 oil emissions contain higher levels of cadminm

and nickel. Reliable nacural gas emissions data are not currently available,
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MCHN Stalt Writes

Whatzou don’t know can't huit you.
FThal seems o be western Wayne
communilies” allitudes foward the
[.‘Wn;. ne Counly solid waste plan wpxdate.

Though Wayue County Direclor of
Environment.dim Murray's proposed
update Uneatens to impose a hielly fi-

Anancial burden an Belleville and Ro-

mulus, community leaders remain in

AU dark about the plan.
+ r'he penally will be mu)occtl_ oI

tonmmumcq that dont host a Tand[ill
|nr r don ooy TIE annT co mnifn_ﬁl 40 peg-
Tenlol their Wasts suvanit “[8se com-
‘mnities will be toresd (i incinerale a

large portion of their wasle instead of

.Hl( tling |l Incineralion lends o cost
double or triple landGlling AU he high
end, Delimiters pay over $90 per ton lor
incineration AU the low end, many
communilies pav aboul $20 per ton for
Emedlithime CPhe Detoil incineritor is
only rimning al hall ol its eapacily, e
aling linancial shains on the cily Foye
ing coimmunities lo incinerate ould
enable the Detroil incineralor W pay
oll ils huye dehis)

Both Delleville Depintinent of Puly
lic Services Director Keith oe and
David Paul. his counterpart in Homu
lus, said they were in e process of
providing wasle stream data lo lhe
counly

Neitlier was asware of their waste
stream volinme, make up, nor the po.

pﬂam coulid cost mmuﬂus B tay

tential financial buden However: [ig-
ures ebltained from environmentalist
Harold Stokes indicate that both com-
munities will pay dearly if the npdate
is scdopted

L 1995, Belleville landGlled 7000
toms peeyeled 7422 lons, amvdd cotnpost-
ed 1176 tons Homulos Tandfilled
56346 tans, reeycled 10D Lons, and
composted 200,

Unless both copnaunities can in:
clepne compxe sting and veeyeling, they
SIS Thiced T pay hundnds ol tiou-

.uulC of deltlars exta 1o incinerale.

T We do have rml)':nlc n't)chn;‘
and o deal progream,” said Boc, " The
ciiv preks up all leaves, vl waslte, and
ganden waste. We also have o recycling
progeam with R 1 tink we'ire do-

ihde

\\'c re not involved with the v
dale al this poinL™ said Paul
Most ol Whe Lycwitness cligulatio
arei will_be upaflecled by the upda
Canton, Sumpler, Cangd Van Huien o
Tand il Tosis
T IrHoEsnt alleet us at all hecaue
we host communily Carleton Farms
said Glenn Bowles, Sumpler's admim
veator ILwillondy atlecl Sumpter inov
way, Under_the plan, ¢ Carleton I
o: ml acceplw asle_[rom_comimunilic
that don'Lieeyele.
Bowles said that Sumpler is not o
poscd o the plan
The cily of Wiayne is not allected |

See TRASH, page A

y Nawspagers
emTET T

Trash

Cantinned liom page A-1

the plan because it alieady incin-
erates all its Lrash, said Cily Man-
agerJohn Zech,

He favors the update and
hopes that the Central Wayne
County Sanitation Authority In-
cineralor is able W upgrade and
begin operating soon.

Like Winnie, Inkster and West-
land incinerate their bash and
wontbe allected by the upxlate.

“Pve not seen drall copies of
the upxdate yel.” set Canton Sujer-

 visor Tom Yack, who as former
«chairman of the Conference of
“Western Wayne had asked his

Page A-5

staf to stay abreast of the propos-
al.

As a host communily, exempl
Canion deserves to be paid hand-
somely [or landfilling wasle from
communities unwilling lo accepl
Uieir own trash, he said.

Under Canton’s hosl agree-
ment, the township is allowed
free disposal of 70,000 cubie
yards Last yvear. all Canlon's non-
toxice residential dl;pﬂSdl was
live

Harold said. " We already
have truck after truck coming
over the Ambassador Bridge . In
19, Wayne County Type 1 land-
fills [residential landlills) accept-
ed 39 percent more wasle [rom
oultside of Wayne County lhan

Al

whal County municipalities and
commercial businesses sent lo
those lacililies.”

One situation the updale does-
n't address is the acceplance of
Canadian wasle in weslern
Wayne's landfill. None of the local
leaders favored limiling it nor al-
tering the plan lo enable
Belleville or Romulus lo have ac-
cess o the cheap landfill space
over the Canadians

With the lasl week's loss of the
1 billion Toronlo garbage con-
tract 1o Arbor Hills, more capacily
should b available in Sumpter
andd Van Buren's landhills for local
uash.
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TO THE'PERM T SECTION SUPERVISOR, DENNIS DRAXE, 'MDZ(: e
PLEASE DENY CENTRAL WA3N~'EEE€GY Rscovéaz, LIMITZD PARTNERS&EIZ,
(CWERL?), THEIR PERMIT(S) FOR THZ FOLLOWING REASONS:
1. THIS INCINERATOR PUSLIC HEARING, undzsr a portion of Secticn 5510,
of Part 53, of Act 451 of the Public Acts of 1994, VICLATES THE
CONSTITUTION'S GUARANTEEZ OF "EQUAL PROTECTION OF THZI LAWS" TU
CITIZZNS, R=SIDENTS, AND INTZIRZSTED PARTIZS WHC WERE/ARE PRESIANT
AT BOTH THE ZDS (Environmental Disposal Sgs ms, Inc.) PUSLIC HZARING
OF MAY 1, 19597, pursuant to Part 625, Minaral jells,

gsn AcT, 1994 PA

b

of thke Natuzal Resourcas and Eavironmental Porzact
451, as amandad, MCL 324.62501 et seg., and the adminiscrztive rules
1976 AC RZ99.22Q1 2t. sag., AND THE CWERL? INCINERATOR PUSLIC HZARING
OF JULY 29, 1997; 3ECAUSZ SAID CI '.ZVES, RESIDENTS, AMND INTZRESST-

I BARTIZS, %d0 HaVzZ Q28JECTIONS TO-20TH FACILITIESS 3ASZD ON “NEE” AND
ADVISASILITY," HAVE REMEDY, (i.e. DENIAL OF PEZXMIT BASED O "NZED"),
EXISTING ONLY FOR THZ ZDS 2PUSLIC HEARING/FACILITY! THI VIOLATION
OF "EQUAL PROTECTION" EXIS
INGS COMnE UNDER ACT 451, AS AMEINDED, CITIZENS, RZSIDENTu, AXD INTER-
ESTED PARTIES WhO G3J=CT TO BOTH FACILITIZS, CANNCT GET REL L &
DENIAZ OF PERMIT(S) SASZD ON "NZ2D," FROM T=ZE CAZRLP INCINELATOR
PU3SLIC HEARING; AND, SIMULTANZOUSLY, T“:E: IS5 NO "NEZD" FOR THz CUERL?
INCIN;EAfOr 3ECAUSE OF THZ PROLIFZRATION OF LANDFILLS IN wAYNE COUNTY,

NT OF ENVIRONMENT'S (:.CDOE)

SOLID #AETZ HANAGIMANT PLAN, AS RIVISED, HAS & PENCHANT FOR, AND SPEC-

IFIES THEZ PXOLIFZRATION OF, AND CONSTRUCTIGN OF, EVIN HORE
IN NAYNE COUNTY!
2; THE "RISS ASSLGSHENT" pastioun of your (MDEN) "STAFT ACTZVITY Rz- .

PORT IS 0O33CzZNC, i1.2. "UEEPLY OFFENSIVI TO MORALITY AND pe CENCY,



( "Tasg Me::iam~Webste: di;ticna:vﬂ}. FOR ¥YOU, THZ MDEQ, "...(TO B=
* .USING RISK ASSES MENT),.,,TO ESTIMATE THE INCREASED RISX CF HEALTE_
PRO3LEMS IN P-O” LZ (US) WHQ (4ILL BZ INTENTIONALLY AND PURPOSESULLY)
EXPOSED TO DIFFERENT AMOUNTS OF TOXIC SUEBSTANCES," WHEN THERE IS NO
NEED FOR THIS FACILITY, AND WHEN THIS FACILITY CCOULD, AND SHQULD, BE
LOSED DOWN INSTEAD; TREATS US LIXE GUINEA PIGS IN A LASBORATORY, AND
VIQLATES OUR GUA?n TEE, BY THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UMITED STATES

"TO LIFE, LIBZRTY, AND THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS!" MDEQ, HOW DARE YCU!

Precdictably, in "the first scgna=-io," "...the highest imsact f-om the

h

’ i
facility's emissions,” "...1s lccated{imlle northeast of the facilitv...,
WHICH IS IN THE CITY OF INKSTZR: RAISING THE QUEZSTION/EXPLANATION

CF ENVIRCNMENTAL RACISH!

Tha "second scenario," "...near Meftrcoclitan airzozt," MY HOMITOWN-
ROMULUS, ®ee.{ASSUMES)...FARMERS THER=. (US) (WILL TOLZZATZI AND ERLLOW

CURSZELVES TO BE)...EXPOSED TG POLLUTANTS FROM BREATHING THE AIR,
INCIDENTALLY INGESTING SQOIL, AND EATING VEGETASLES, DAIRY PRODUCTS

ARS.a« " WITHGUT

AND SESF FROM THEIR (POLLUTSD) Fasm(S), FOR 40U Y
COMPLAINTS, LAWSUITS, OR EOYCOTTS, ETC. MDEQ, ARS YOU IN FOR A
SURPRISE, AND A RUDE AWAKENING!!!!! -
The "third, fourth, and fifth scenarios,” WHICHE "...(ACCOUNT) FOR
POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO THRET ARZA LAXES WHICH SUPPOKT SUSSTANTIAL
THZ "FISH CONSUM2TION

(L]

Y VIOQLAT

FISHERIES..." ARE FAULTY'BE”)”SE TH
ZOVISORY" OF 1997, UNDER THE "ADUISORY ON MEZCURY IN INLAND LAXES
AND REZSERVOIRS," for the following reasons:

1. Unlike the "first scenario," thz "third, fourth, and fifth scen-

ario" DO NOT TAKE INTO ACCOUNT "...(CHILDREN) FOR SIX Y=ZARS.. g
- : J
EVEN T%OUGH THE PQO Y OF CHILDREN TO LAKZS, (AND EATING TEZ LAKES

. FISd), IS JUST AS IMPORTANT AS THE PROXIMITY OF CHILDREN TO SCHOOLS,



T SCEINARIO" CITEZS.Per the 1557 "Adviscry on Mescury
in Inlané Lakss and Reservoirs," "...CHILDREN UNLEX AGZE 135 S3EQULD

FISHA LISTED ASQVE," i.e.

(@]
v
3
e
ta

NOT ZAT XOZEZ THAN ONE MEAYL PIR MQNTH
", ..rack bass, yellow perch, oz craépie cver 9 incias in length; bass,
walléya, narct érn nike, cf muskeliunga ¢f any size.® IT IS THE
RESPOGNSIDILITY OE THZ MDEQ TO IDENTIFY ALL THE SPECIES OF FISH IN

THE THE :h LAKES LISTED IN THE “RISK‘ASSESSMENT,“ i.e. EELLEVILLE

LAXE, NEWSURGH LAKZ, AND ORCHARD LAKZ. CHILDREN MUST =2 INCLUDED

IN TEZ "THIRD, FOURTH, AND FIFTH . SCEINARIO," AND THE MDEQ CANNCT
ADVCCATZ TEZ CO&SUMP 10N Of FISA MEALS TO CHILDREN IN LARGZR AMCUNTS

THAN CHILDREN CAN TOLZRATE SAFELY AND LEGALLYL Sse ths 15¢

Consumpticn Adviso:y/Adviscfy on mercury in Inland Lakes and Rss=o=-
vaizcg. "

B. THEZ SAMT RISTRICTIONS AGAINST EATING INLAND LAKE FIsSm, ALSC
APPEiY TO "...MOTHERS WHQ AZRE BREAST FSEDING, PAEGNANT WOMEN, (AND)

WOMEN WHO INTEND TO HAVE CHILDREN..," BUT, YOUR (DZQ) "RISK ASSZSS-

MENT FAILS TO TAXE THEM INTO ACCOUNT EITHER, RECOMMINDING FCGE "PEOPLZ,
WHEICH INCLUDES 4QMEN OF CHILD-2EARING AGE, Tisd MEAL3 IN LARGER AMOUNTS
THAN THEY ARE ALLOWED, BY LAW, TO CONSUME SECAUSE OF MZRCU CONTAM-

Lo

INATION!
¢. EVEN THZ "GENZIRAL POPULATION" CANNOT EAT YOUR (MDEQ) "...ASSUMED

=

3 AZCU
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RATE OF FISE CONSUMP i (CF) 30 GRA®S PER DAY,
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Acvisory" states, one meal a wee

OF THEZ ABOVE LISTED FISH!!!!!
D. INAPPROPRIATELY, LAKE ST. CLAIR WAS LEFT OUT OF YOUR (MDzQ)

"RISK ASSZSSMENT," YET, MANY FISH IN LAKE ST. CLAIR HAVE MzRCURY

CONTAMINATION, ESPSCIALLY FISH LARGZIR THAN 12 INCHZS IN LENGTH!
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TT.S TCO BAD THIS PUBLIC HZARING WAS NCT SCHZDULED FOR AFTEX T:E
MACCMS CGUN”V COMMISSION'S REPORT ON LAKZ ST. CLAIR WAS DUE TO
COMZ OUT ON AUGUST 14, 1997.  ESPSCIALLY, IN LIGHT OF THE FAC
TZAT CWERLP STATES,"...WHAT IS KNCWN IS THIS: EACH FUEL SHOWN HERE
(COAL, NQO. 6 OIL, NATURAL GAS, AND WASTE-TO-ENERGY) MAY EMIT AT
LZAST ONE MESTAL AT HIGHER LEZVELS THAN THZ OTHIR FUZLS. FOR WASTE-
TO-ZNZRCGY IT MAY 3E MERCURY," ("Meking & Clean Eaergy Saource
Cleanez"). MDEQ, BECAUSE OF THI PROKIMITY OF LAKZ ST. CLAIR,

- BECAUSE OF LAKZ ST. C-A;R'S MERCURY-TAINTZD STATE Azsséoy, aND

STATES THAT MERCURY IS A PROZLEN FOR' THEZM, YOU MUST

l‘l
0
%
i
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v

EHCAD
INCLUDE ULAXE ST. CLAIR IN YOUR "RISK ASSESSHENT," WHICH YOU HAVE

NOT  AND, DON'T FORGET, LAKS ST. CLAIR IS A SOURCZ OF DRINKING

WATZR!
MDEQ, THE "RISK ASSZISSHEINT" PORTIOM CF YCUR "STAFT ACTIVITY RZOKT"

IS REMINISCENT Orf THE "TUSKEGEE EXPERIMENT," THE MEZDICAL EXPTRIMENT
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CONDUCTED ON BLACX MEN AT THE TUSK

1532 TO 1972; AND, ASSIGNING US WITH "RISKS" IS NCT WITHIN YOUR

JUXRISDICTION, AS A GOVERMMEINT SODY QVER IT'S CITIZENS! THIS IS A
VERY IMPOETANT POINT TO BE PURSUED BY ME, IF YCU GRANT CWZ THEZIR
11IR. IS

PERMIT(S)! TAZ CWCSA INCINERATOR CAN CLOSE DOWN, INSTZAD!

3. THERE IS UNDUE AND UNEQUAL "CONCERN" BY THZI MDEQ OVER THE
CONTINUZD OPEZRATION OF T#HE CWCSA INCINERATOR AT PRESENT STANDARDES,

//WHILE NC SUCH "CONCERN“'MAS BEEN VQICED BY THE MDEQ QVER TH=Z
CONTINUED OPERATION OF THZ GROSSE POINTES-CLINTON REFUSE DISFCSAL

AUTHORITY INCINERATOR, WHICH IS ALSO FUNCTIONING Y THE OLD STAN-

DARDS, AND weICH IS ALSO IN JEOPARDY OF CLOSING DOWN! WHY AKRE

IN %AYNE COUNTY, EBEING TREATED DIFFZRENTLY THAN A FACILITY IN

MACOM3 COUNTY? COULD THIS "PRZJUDICZ," (AN OPINION FOR CR AGAINST

SOMETHING WITAQUT ADEQUATEZ SASES), BIZING DISPLAYZID 8Y THE ©DZQ,



‘S 3 e

'; CA;CQF.AGED AS "UNDUE CONCEZRN FOR US," KZALLY 3z PR2ZJUDICZ FCZ=

é RACIAL PREJUDICEZ'S SAXZ, BECAUSE.COF THE'RACIAL MAKZUP OF WAYNE

i .

! COUNTY? ~ WEAT "ADEQUATE BASIS" DOES THE MDEQ HAVE FOR BEING MCRE

! CONCZXNED A30UT THE CONTINUED FUNCTIONING OF THZ CﬁCéA INCINERATOR,

! THAL FOR THE CONTLNUED FUNCTIONING OF THZ GROSSZ POINTES-CLINTON
INCINZRATOR? MDZQ, LEASE EXZLAIN YOURSELF!!) !t

IS
4. THE MDEZQ IS "FZIGNING" IGNORANCZ ASQUT WHZIRS THE INCREASED

]

WASTE CAPACITY FOR THZ EXPANDED WAST=Z-TO-EMNEZRGY INCINERATOR WILL
COiu= EFROM! IS8 IT POSSISLE, T=AT AT THIS LATE DATE, THE.MDEQ uCes
NOT KNOW THIS? THE MDEQ MUST FIND OQUT, AND RZCORD IN WRITING,
FXC PROJECT MANAGIR TOM EZARNETT, WHERE THIS INCRXEZASED WASTé

WILL COME FRCM, (BEFORZ ANY PERMIT IS GRARTZD), AND M

CAPACITY

SARNZITT -MUST ANSWER TRUTHZULLY, UNDER PENALTY O

DECEZ#3ER 22, 1956 ROMULUS RCMAN, THIS WAS WRITTEN BY Mk. HELFMAN,

"UNLESS BOTS COMMUNITIES (ROMULUS AND SELLEVILLE) CAN INCRIASE COM-
DOSTING AND RECYCLING (TO 40% OF THEIR WASTE STREAM), THEY WILT B&
FORCED TO PAY HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS EXTRA TO INCINERATE

OF MR. MURRAY'S AND THE WCDOE, MUST ZZ EXPCSEZD BZTORZI ANY PERMIT
THE MDEG. I'VE SAID THIS SEZFORE, AND I'LL BAY IT

vy

ON FARHS LANDFILL, WHO
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GILL USE IT, THE CANADIANS? " OH YES, ANOTHE& FINZ POINT OF THE
REVISED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN IS THAT "...UNDEX THZ PLAN,

CARLETON FARMS CAN'T ACCEPT WASTE FROM COMMUNITIZS THAT DON't RE-



:ll

CYCLZ (AT THE 40% LEVEL)!"™ " HOW'S THAT FOR PERVERSZ! FO& M
MURRAY TO TZLL ROMULUS THAT WS MUST EZCYCLZ TO AN IMPOSSISLE LéVEL,

40%, AND THEN TO TELL US IF WZ DON'T WE HAVE TO SITE A LANDFILL OrR !/

i

INCINERATE, WHEN wZ ALREADY HAVE EXCEZSS LANDFILL CAPACITY IN OQOUER
AXSA (WAYNZ COUNTY), AMOUNTS TO "ZNVIRONMENTALZ HERESSY!!LLI" THIS
JST 8E EXPLORZD 8Y ¥YOU, MDZIQ, BEZFORZ YQOU GRANT ANY PIRMIT TO

7s

CiZRLP!IIlII! (Sees arzticle, Romulus Rcman, Dacembecs 22, 1996, enclosed.)

5.' KOMULUS PASSZD A RESOLUTION THAT OPPOSES THE EXSANSION AND

\n

CONTINUED OPEZRATION OF THE CHCSA INCINZRATOR, ON MONDAY, JUNZ Z, 1997!
AlD, EVEN THOUGH Tq- RESOLUTION PASSZED BY A 3-2 VOTZ; OF THZ TWO
éCUNCIL MIMBERS ASSZNT- GZAR AND RASP3CRRY- MR. RANDOLPH GZAR WOULD
HAVZ VOTZED AGAINST THZ INCINZRATOR! SQ, IT STILL #OULD dAaVE S=Z=EN A

SLY A 5-3 VOTE, DEPENDING ON MR. RASPBERRY'S

-3 VGTZ .AT B:ZST,(Of POSS
VQTZJ) !
6. THEZ "SIGNING SONUS" OF $1 MILLION, TO THE CWCSA AUTHORITY, FROM
CWERL?, IS A “SEDUCTIVE" PLOY, AND I WONDER IF ANY OF THIS s1 .
4ILLION IS FILTZAING DONXN TC THI #CDOZ? THAT WOULD EXSLAIN WCDCE
PZRVERSE LOGIC IN TRYING TO GET ROMULUS AMD BELLEVILLZ "SIGNZD ON"
THXCUGH THE REVISEZD WAYNE COUNTY SOLID WASTZ MANAGEMEINT PLANIIILL

I WANT THE PROPRIETY OF THE $1 MILLION "SIGNING 30WUS" INVESTIGATED
ZY YOU, MDZQ, BZIFQOSEZ ANY PIZRMIT IS GRANTED!:i!li AND, I WOULD LIKZ
YOU TO HAVE 4R. MURRAY, OF THZ WCDOE, PUT A STATEMENT IN WRITING, '
)

10}

A3OUT WHAT PART ROMULUS AND SELLEVILLE WILL PLAY,(IN THEZ FUTUR

IN THIS INCINZRATOR ?ROJZCT, BEZFORE'ANY PERMIT IS GRANTED!!

n

MDEQ, FIND OUT IF ROMULUS AND BELLEVILLE, ARE ALREADY TARGETZID 3Y

%R. MURZAY/WCDOE!!!lL!
7. AS KR=GARDS TO "GOOD SCIENCE," TH:Z PROCZSS OF "NATURAL SELECTION"

IN THZ STATE'S FISH POPULATIONS, WILL BE COMPRIMISED IF CWERLP
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ERE, SSF TV

LOGIC

X

CcwzZD TGO WHAT KIND QF "BACKW

IS ALL

CITIZ=ZNS TO TAKE, K=EP. AND EAT THE "HEALTHIZR" FISd: LISAVINC TH:
T SaR
"IEAXIR AND SICXZR" FISHZ IN THE LAKE, AS PROCKIA =X

SNEXATIONSE OF FISH? THIS COURSE _TOTALLY sSNIHS =T8s BEOCESS GF
TS e ey My
*NATURAL SZLECTION," OR DOESN'T GOV. JOHN ENGL 8ELIZVZ THAT.IS
ﬁ’
"GOCD SCIENCZE" ZITHIR? 1I'LL 8ET, MOST OF TAOSZ UNION WORXERS THAT
STOOD UP AT TODAY'S (JULY 25, 1957) HEARING ARE FISHERMEN, ALSO.
I'LL ST THEY HAVEN'T THQUGHT THIS INCINERATOR TEING TH iGH THECROUGHLY,
ASEN GIVING CHERLP THEIR SLESSING! I NOTICED THE UNION WCORKEZRS DID
NCT REIMAIN UNTIL THI WEZ HCUR OF 12:33 A.M., IKE THZ ENVIRCONMENTALISTS
DIDI!! MDEQ, PLEASE STURY TH=Z ETF=CTIS OF THE CWzZrLP INCINZIRATOR,
AND WHAT THOSZ ZFFECTS #ILL HAVE ON THZI PRCCESS CF "NATURAL SZLECTION"
I THZ THRZE LAKZES MENTZONED IN THZ “RISK ASSESSMENT," IN LARZ ST.
CLAILE AND IN ALL THZ LAKES IN THE STATE OF MICHRIGAN!!!!! BEFORZ ¥YCU
GRANT ANY PERUIT!
TN CONCLUSICN, MDEQ, YOU'RE STZPPING OVIR "YOUR AUTHORITY" IN ASSICNIMNG
.SSECIAL "RISKS™ TO US HZRE Ix WAYNE COUNTY, RISKS THAT W2 DON'T wWANT
( YOU ASZ ALSO ASSIGNING S2=CIAL "RISKS" TO THE FISHE POPULATIONS IN
OUR STATZ: AISKS TO FISH NOT MENTIONED IN YOUR "RISK ASSESSMENT,
THEY MUST BZ.) ABIMEM3IZR UHAT SAPPINED IN TUSKESGZIZ, AND THEI TUSKIGzZE
EXPZRIMENT! STOP T=ZI"DEARSO&RN HIIGSETS EXPIRIMINT,"™ NOW!ILILlD (SAVE
OUX FI&Es POPULATIONS, NOwlllilll) Dz N Y T IS PERW I BLLLLLEL
Ci)anc . 1997 Fish' Consumption

éga sncl. articlz, Romulus Roman
Decembes 22, 1995.
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